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July 10.2004 

.. 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposbd to & a s  
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pra-paid 
calling card. If they s u c c d  it wil l  d t  in higbcr rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consu&rs who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calbg card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “pplatfonn” in another state -- let’s say jn Nebraska From this 
‘>ladorm,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one &om Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because thcre is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Be11 companies want to treat this as a shgle &state cal l  so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to &e Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which axe only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers- 

‘Prices are &eady rising for gas; milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too. especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 

- . ,  . 

corporations. * ’  

I: am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have . 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect‘their customers’ interests in’this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

CCS; Commissioner KathZeen Q. Abernamy 
Commissioner Michael 5. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonarhan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 

, 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. PoweII 
FederaI Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to ckcumvunt current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed,'it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place tbe calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bel1 companies. 

. 

The Bell companies want to target those calk in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a~'p1atfom'' in another state - let's say in Nebraska. From this 
"platform," he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. T h e  caller then 
dials the telephone n u m b  of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one fiom Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because here is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charge. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies' actual ' 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

- - . .. . . - . : . .  " .. . . _. . .. .. . - - - -- .. . . . 
Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represenr a blatant giveaway to four Iarge 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid c a h g  cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protkct their customers' hnterests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

CCS: Codqioncr Kathleen Q. Abcrnathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Marbh 
,Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator . I  

Senator 
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July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael R. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12@ Street, S,W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for coflsumers who place the calls. ds you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of c o m e r s  in mind ratha than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uscs a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platf-” in another state - let’s say iu Nebraska. From this 
“platfom” hc or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or persou. The caller them 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as  cornon sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat h s  as a single in-state cal l  so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoevex to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas,  milk and other products. Consum& don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. ;It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

CCS: Commissioner Kathlen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner MichaeI 3. Copps 
Commissioner-Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelsreh 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 . .  
I 

DemChairmanPowek . ’ 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone compar~ies to circumvent curreat d e s  on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in m y  cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers m mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-Tree number, along with his or hex PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘platfond’ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
"platform," he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Crnrent rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Vir,oinia to Nebraska and one .from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy txmbiranc in- 
. state access charges.. Such fees- have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 

costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge C O I I S ~ ~ .  

Prices are already rising for gas, mi& and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 

’ 

._ .. . . .  . _ . . . . . .  . - .  . . . . . 

corporatio@s. 

I am aware that the-long distance companies and othca that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests ix~ this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

. 

Sincerely, 

W 
Commissioner Mehael J. Copps , 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 

, Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 

ccs; Canmission& Kathleen Q. Abcmaclly 
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July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell. 
Federal Communications Conrmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 205'54 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell; 

I a% writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling c a d  services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calIing card services for a variety of needs. Mmy of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, fox affordable 
housing, make a doctor's appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

. - - . __ - - - But-w&-p&ekikBGare+re&ely wh& the FCC-will do if it infli&s-ww'- ?'-+mess 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumem that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially inmase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardjdng the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

L/ ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission ’ 

445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington,’DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman PoweU; 

1 am writing to add m y  voice to the growing number of groups and iedidduals opposed to ef‘forts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, i t  will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - €or consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 impIore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies wmt to’target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with’his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, orid from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Vjxg-inia. 
So& calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a caIl to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

I‘ 

But the BeIl companies want to treat this as a single &-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no rkhtionship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a hction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, mil i  &d other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long tiistatice companies and others that se l l  pa-e-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this mmm. It i s  
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Aberndy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps’ 
Commissioner Ke& J. Martin - 

’ Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator . 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No- 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 
*. 

Military personnel stationed in the U.S. and alI over the world rely heavily upon low-cost 
telwmmunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending 
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we 
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service 
men and women stationed worldwide. 

I understand that the FCC is qonsidcring applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on 
Certain prepaid calling card services. Americ~~i semice personnel, partiouIarly those who move 
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set, 
afkrdable rates. 

As a result, prepaid calliug cards are the only option available - without them, military personnel 
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid 
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to k e q  
their loved ones within reach. 

- .  . . Imposing I in-state - - .. - .-. charges would - -  amount . to . a substantial .- increzye - - - . .  in the co-d-qfprepaid C ~ I S ,  
destroying the utility of calling cards for our service men and women. Please look out for our 
miliw pexsonnel and reWe to impose new access charges znd fees on prepaid calling card 
services. 

ccs: Commissioner Mchael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abeinathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



Ax 

July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Fedtral Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket NO. 93-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am wxliting to ask that the FCG not impom new hidch’cbges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

cdkgc students and . Manyofthe843 
to pay a l i s p  deposit 

ese consumers, a m y  be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone cdls to I& fop a job, for affacbble 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with f d y  and friaads. 

In economically disadvantaged amas, cansrtmers l i tudy xisk being disconnected if the 
priccs of thcsc cards: i n w e .  Frspald c d h g  car& mbdbpRISable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are m aHdable alternative to rtgular and wireless 
tdephone services. 

cards offer convenience and predictable costs. I *  1 

thcsc cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of prc-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

’ 
Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael C o p  
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, KW. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Rear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. f they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work 011 this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those cans in which a caller uses a prepaid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘hlatfonn” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“pIatform,” he or she hears a message about a company, nm-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone iiumber of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as we11 as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges becausethexe js  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separatc call to Virginja. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actud 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

E c e s  are aTea8y FsEjjTor’gaS.EiXk aiid oher products. Gxisuineri-doiiit iZZlXigher prices for 
phone calls too, specidly when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies aud others that sell prepaid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in t h i s  manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Be11 companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

CCS: Commissioner Kathleen Q- Ahmathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin 1. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chainnan Michael I(. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Sueet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: W C  Docket No. 03-233 

Dear Chairman Powell : 

I a m  writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent cumnt d e s  on ca l ls  placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will. result in bigher rates - m many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pIeadings of the four Ben companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, gong with his or her PXN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “plarfonn” in anothex state - let’s say ia Nebraska. Rom this 
“platform,’’ he or she hears a message about a company, non-profjt or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone nuinber of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one h m  Virginia to Nebraska and one fiom Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Bur the BdI companies want to treat this as a single h-state call so they cm levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoevet to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to cbwge consumers, 

- -  
Prices are already rising for gas, in.i.iiiii’ofie~j%53K3s.’ Combers don’t need figF& pkies for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that selI pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ i n t e r n  in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: C o d s s i o n e r  Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. AdeIstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July IO, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: W C  Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a varjety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a Iarge deposit 
for local telephone service, For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor's appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

- - .- -- - But such price hikes are precisely what&eFfXh&ldo if it inflicts n e + ' % ~ ' ' - a c c e s s  
charges and olher fees on pre-paid cards. The fees wodd funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

CGS: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathlm Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



07/19/2004 11308 FAX m 021 

July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael R. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups aod individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to cixcumvent cment d e s  on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card- If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather tban the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginip, for 
exampIe, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From rh is  
“platform,” he or she hears a mcssage about a company, non-profit or person- The caUer then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current des ,  as welI as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call SO they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell compaxXies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising €or gas, &E ~ ~ ~ ~ & - & - ~ o d u c t s .  Cons~eFcdon’t ‘need highei’pZGsT6r 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

. . .. . .. .. . . ._ ... .. - .. . 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that seU pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests m this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
onthisissue. / 

CCS: I C a t h l m  Q. Abemathy 

CDmmissimer Kevin J. Martin 
commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 

Michael J. Copps 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12kh Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing IO ask rhai the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of  needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone cdls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer cohvenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase, Prepaid calling cards are inchpensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless . 

telephone services. 

But such price+i.&es rrreprezisdywhat4.he FCC wiIl.do+f-it i&lk&aew .‘‘in-sta&?.’-a~--- 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumem that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, , n 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael IC Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1. am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to effoits 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent curztllt rules 0x1 calls placed with a prepaid 
caIling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the’calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you io keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four BeU companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘‘platform’’ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platfo~,” he 01 she hears a message about a company. non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current d e s ,  as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell. companies’ actual 
costs, which a ~ e  only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Pnces are already rising for gas, rhilk and other products. Consmrs don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance c,ompanies an’d others that se l l  pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customen’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in OR the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Commissioner Michael 1. Copps 
Commissioner Ke- J. Martin 
Cckmissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
senator 
Senator . 
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J d y  10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Slreek S.W. 
Washington; DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairkin PowelI: ’ 
. .  

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the locaI Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules oxl calls placed with a pre-paid . 
c d h g  card. If they succeed, i t  will result in h i g k  rates - in many cases, dramatically higher ’ 

rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. Horn this 
“platform,” be or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someoae in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two c d s ,  one from Virginia to Nebraska and one born Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they cm levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship wbatsoevex to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a hction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas,-milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corpora tians. 

~ - . -  - 

I am aware that the.long distance companies and others that sell prc-paid calling cards bave 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect theK cmtomers’ bterests in this manner, It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Commissioner Michael J- Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairmh Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

Military personnel stationed in the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost 
telmmmunications seMces to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending 
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we 
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service 
men and women stationed worldwide. 

I understand that the FCC is considering applying %-state” access charges and other fees on 
certain prepaid calling card senicts. American s&cc personnel, particularly those who move 
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set, 
affordable rates. 

As a result, prepaid calling cards am the ody option available - without them, military personnel 
could, quite literally, bo left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid 
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of  vital phone semi- to keep 
their loved ones within reach, 

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in * .--.-. &e wst . of . prepaid calls,. 
destroyirj;g’ & Z i X ~  OF- cards foro* &I% 

military personnel and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card 
services. 

- 
and women. Please look out for our 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner W e e n  Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
44s 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE; WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

Military personnel stationed in the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost 
telecommunications services to keep in touch with f ~ l y  and fiimds back home, But pending 
befm the FCC i s  B proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these car& that we 
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of Amerioan service 
men and women stationed worldwide. 

I understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access chargks and other fces on 
certain prepaid calling card services. American service personnel, particularly those who move 
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calliig cards to keep in touch with their %lies at set, 
aff-le rates. 

As a result, prepaid calling cads are the only option available - without them, military personnel 
could, quite literally, be lee without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid 
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep 
their loved ones within rtach. 

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of~repaid cds, 
destroying the utifi~’oTcdEiicards for our &%em& a;;h women. Please look aut for OUI 
military pmonncl and refuse to impose new access charges and fkes on prepaid calling card 
ServiCeS. 

. _ -  ..... -. _ _  

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

Military personnel stationed in the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost 
telecommunications services to keep in touch with family and fiiends back home. But pending 
before the PCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we 
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service 
men and women stationed worldwide. 

I understand that the FCC is considering applying "in-state" access charges and other fees on 
certain prepaid calling card semices. American service personnel, particularly those who move 
fiecpently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set, 
affordable rates. 

As a result, prepaid Calliag cards are the only option available - without them, military personnel 
could, quite literally, be lefk without access to telephone scrvice. Raising the price of prepaid 
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep 
theix loved ones within reach. 

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost o f  prepaid-caIls, 
desbro* &e utility of callihg&ds for our S & M &  m& and women: Please look out for our 
military personnel and r e h e  to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card 
services. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Cammissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chainnan Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC.Docket No. 03-133 
I 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am w ~ t i n g  to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In ecoiiomically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

+*, 

- . -_ --*ut suchprice hikewire preciselywhat ~e FGhviU do ifi€4n€&Xs new %~&ttte” access . 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of prepaid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are nor subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

ccs; Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernatby 
Comm3ssioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K, Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
4-45 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

I arn writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to  effb-ts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumveat current d e s  on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in bigher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “pIatform” in another state - let’s say in. Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia Current rules. as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because W e  is a c d .  to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorhitant in- 
state, access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which we ody a fhctjon of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, &ilk and other products. Consumers don’t n d  h i g h  prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

. .  . b  .. . 

I a m  aware that the long distance companies and o t h e ~  that sell gm-paid calling cards have 
the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 

in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 

S i O m  Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
oner Michael J. Copps 
oner Kevin J. Martin 

Senator 
Senator 



luly 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications C o d s s i o n  
445 12th Skeet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice ta the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent c k e n t  d e s  on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, i t  will result in higher ram - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you appmach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to kcep the needs of consumers in mind rather thm the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which’a caller uses a prepaid calling card and 
dials a toll-Eree number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, i s  connected to a “platform” h another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia- Current rulcs, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from W g M a  to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there i s  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies w30t to lreat this as a single inkate call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products- Consumers don’t need higher pnccs for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations . 

. .  

I am awan that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of eonsthers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue- 

ccs: Commissioner Katblees Q. Abemnthy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commiskioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S .  Ade1sGi.n 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell . 

Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephom companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed With a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consunxm who place the calls. As you approach your work on Ws docket, 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pIeadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in wbich a c a b  uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in VKginia, for 
example, i s  connccted to a ‘>latfom’’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, mm-profit or person; The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one fkom Vk- to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is  a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat tbis as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Sucb fees have no relatiomhip whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

.. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in BZL effort to protect their customers’ intexests m this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Be11 companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevih J. Ma~tin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K- Powell 
Federal Commbnications Commission 
445 12th Street,’S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

D m  Chairman Powell: 

X am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Be11 telephone companies to circumveat current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
ca13ing card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dram;ltically higher 
rates - for consnmers who place the calls. As you approach yow work on this docket, I +lore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls i~ which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free n u d e r ,  along witli his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Vkghia, for 
example, is connected to a ‘klatform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platfo?” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller t h  
dids the telephone number of someone in Vkgbia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two c&, one from Virpjnia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because here is a call to Nebraska and tbtn a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to &eat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a hction of what t h y  want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already hsiug for gas, milk and other products. Consumers d s t  need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: ’ commissioner Kathleen Q. Abcmathy 
’ .CommissionerMichael J. Copps 

Commissioner Kevin J..Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael PoweU 
Federal Communications Cornmis sion 

Washington, DC 20554 
445 12th street, S.W. 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for locd telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor's appointment, or stay in touch with f d l y  and Friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

Butsuch pricefrikes are prcciseiy what the-FCC wiH dwif-it inflicts new ''in-state"-access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel dircctly to large local. 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that cam 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

_. ._ ._ _.. - . . 

Please stop any efforl to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelsteh 
Senator 
Senator 
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July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
F e b l  Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many oE these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor's appointment', or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

@lo07 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers Iirerally fisk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepid calling cards an indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an .affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

. 

--- +ut suchpce hikesmprecisely what the FCCMIi do if it inffiee new ''h-'? access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards- The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards- 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abmathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 


